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REMARKS 



The Orfice Action mailed January 20, 20O4, considered clainis 30-39. Claims 30, 32, 33 
and 35 were rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 102(e) as being anticipated by Adams (U.S. Patent No, 
6,044,396), while claims 31, 34 and 36-39 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Adams in view of Ravi (U.S. Patent No. 6,292,834)'. 

By this paper, claim 30 lias been amended, claim 36 has been cancelled and new claims 
43-49 have been added. Accordingly, claims 30-35 and 37-49 now remain pending for 
reconsideration. 

Of the pending claims, only claims 30, 43 and 46 are independent claims. Each of these 
independent claims is directed to a method of bandwidth allocation for transmitting video on a 
cable network. The recited methods include providing and differentially converting data sources 
into compressed video streams, responsive to instantaneous resource restrictions, and 
multiplexing tlic video streams on a single transmission line. 

With specific regard to Claim 30, the differential conversion is at least partially 
responsive to the content of the data sources. As acknowledged by the Examiner, on page 4 of 
the office action, "Adams fails to show differentially converting the data responsive to the 
content." In.stead, the Examiner relics on Ravi for this teaching, Ravi, however, cannot be used 
to support the obviousness rejections of record under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), inasmuch as Ravi 
qualifies as prior art only under 35 U,S,C. §102(e) and Ravi is commonly assigned to Microsoft 
Corporation, Uic assignee of the present application.^ Accordingly, the existing rejection to 
claim 30 is not supported by the art of record and should, therefore, be withdrawn. Therefore, 
Applicants respectfully submit that claim 30 and all of its corresponding dependent claims are 
now in condition for prompt allowance. 

New claim 43 i$ similar to claim 30, except that it docs not require the differential 
conversion to be responsive at least in part to the content of the <lata sources. Instead, claim 43 is 
focused on the embodiment in which the instantaneous resource restriction comprises a 
computing resource restriction. With regard to this claimed embodiment, the Examiner has also 

' AKhough the piior art status of A<lam5; is not being challenged at this time, Applicants reserve the right to 
cliallongc the prior art status of Adams at any appropriate time, should it arise, Funhcmiore, inasmuch as Ravi is 
disqualified as prior art for cacli of the obviousness rejections of record, Applicants liavc elected not to address the 
mcrils of Ravt at ihis time. Nevertheless, iliis should uoc be constnied as acquiescing to the purported ieachirv£S of 
Ravi. Instead, Applicams rcsci-ve the right to challenge tlic purported teachings of Ravi at any appropriate time. 
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.Stated thai "Adams fails lo show that the resource restriction comprises a computing restriction." 
(Page 3 of the Office Action.) Instead, the Examiner has relied on Ravi for this teaching. 
However, for at least tlic reasons mentioned above, Ravi is an invalid prior art reference for such 
a rcjeclion. Accordingly, claim 43 should be found to bo in condition for allowance over the 
cited art of record. The claims depending from claim 43 should also be allowed for at least the 
same reasons. 

llie last independent claim, new claim 46. is directed to the specific embodiment in 
which the differential conversion of the data sources includes converting each data source to a 
different frame rate compressed video stream. With regard to this specific embodiment, the 
Examiner has stated that "Adams shows converting each stream into a different bit rate, but fails 
to specifically slate that the bit rate is associated with the frame rate." (Page 3 of the Office 
Action.) Once again, Ravi is relied upon to reject this claimed embodiment. However, Ravi is 
not a valid prior art reference for such a rejection, as mentioned above. Accordingly, claim 46 
should also be allowed over the art of record, along with all of its corresponding dependent 
claims. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that all of the pending 
claims 30-35 and 37-49 are now in condition for prompt allowajicc. In the event that the 
Examiner finds remaining impediment to a prompt allowance of this application that may be 
clarified througli a telephone interview, the Examiner is requested to contact the undesigned 
attorney. 



Dated this day of April 2004. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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